
L .  

Environment 

The-Coast Guard considered the 
environmental impact of this regulation 
and concluded that under section 
2.B.Z.c. of Commandant Instruction 
M16475.fB, it is an adion under this 
Coast Guard's statutory authority to 
protect public safety, and thus is 
categorically axcluded from further 
environmental documentation. 
List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 163 

Harbors. Marine safety, Navigation 
(water), Reporting and recordkeeping 
requimments. Security m~&sures. 
Waterways. 
Proposed Regulationr 

For remons set out in the preamble, 
theCoaetGuardpxupamatoametbd33 

1. The authority  citation for part 165 
continues to mad as bllows: 

Authority: 33 U.S.C 1231; 50 US.C 191; 
33 CPR 1.05-1(@, 6.04-1.6.0+6, and 160.5, 
49 CFR 1.46. 

2. A temporary section, 165.T01423 

CFRpart165asfOkwr: 

is added ,to mad as foliows. 
5 165.101-033 Troy Fouryl d krb 
F & w w 4  Now Y a k  

(a) Location. The safety zone will 
include ell wat,m shore to shore fmm 
the Congress street Bridge to the 
southern m e  end of Adam I s I d  in 
the Upper Hudson River. 

6) Effective period. This,regulptbn 
will be effective fmm 8:30 p.m. until 10 
p.m. on July 3.1-3. 

(c) Regulations. 

transit. oi re*atn in m&td ua 
(1) No p e d n  ar v a d  ma m, 

during the effktive period of mgtddan 
unless authorized by tho US., Coast 
Guard Captain of the Port. New Yak or 
the sponsoir : '  

comply with *e i n h c t i o n s  of the 
r n o r t b e ~ t e d o n ~  
perionnel. U.S. ! C o n s t  Cuersl petral 
p ~ o l i p c l w d e ~ ~  
W m t , '  ind ' g " J  affiasri 'M tb coert 
Guard. OpOn eanng five mols blasts 
from a U.S. cimst Guard hYssU1. the 

(21 All &s and vessels 

opendrn df5 ydstd shall i p r b c e e d  aa 
directed: " , 
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that ere consistent with a permanent 
remed for a release. 

priorities for possible mmedi €i actions 
financed  by the Trust Pund established 
under CERU (couundy referred to 
as the “Superfund”) and Bnauced  by 
other persons are included in the N B  
at 40 CFR 300.425(c) (55 FR 8845, 
March 8,1990). Under 40 CFR 
300.425(~)(1), a site may be included on 
the NPL ff it scores sufficiently  high on 
the Hazard Ranking System (“I”’), 
which is appendix A of 40 CFR part 
300. On December 14,1990 (55 FR . 
51532). V A  promulgated  revisions  to 
the HRS partly in response to CERCLA 
section 105(c), added b SARA. The 
revised HRS evaluates r our pathways: 
Ground  water,  surface  water, soil 
exposure,  and  air. The HRS serves as a 
screening  device  to evaluate the relative 
potential of uncontrolled  hazardous 
substances, pollutants, and 
contaminants  to  pose  a  threat to human 
health or the environment. Those sites 
that score 28.50 or greater  on the HRS 
are  eligible  for the NPL 

adding  sites  to the NPL, each State may 
designate  a  single site as its top priority, 
regardless of the HRS score. This 
mechanism,  provided by the NCP at  40 
CFR 300.425(~)(2), requires that, to the 
extent  practicable, the NPL include 
within the 100 highest  priorities,  one 
facility  designated by each  State 
representing the greatest  danger to 
public health, welfare,  or the 
environment  among known facilities  in 
the State. 

included in the NCP at 40 CFR 
300.425(~)(3), allows certain sites to be 
listed whether  or not they  score  above 
28.50, if all of the following conditions 
are met: 

M&isme for determinin 

Under  a  second  mechanism  for 

The third mechanism for listing, 

The Agency  for  Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry (ATSDRI of the 
U S .  Public  Health  Service has issued 
a health  advisory that recommends 
dissociation of individuals from the 
release. 

EPA determines  that the release 
poses  a  significant h t  to public 
health. 

cost-effective to use its remedial 
authority  than  to  use its removal 
authority  to  respond  to the release. 
Based on these criteria.  and pursuant 

to section lOS(al(8)(B) of CERCLA. as 
amended by SARA, EPA promulgates  a 
list of national  priorities  among the 
known or threatened  releases of 
hazardous  substances. pollutants, or 
contaminants  throughout the United 
States.  That list, which is appendix B of 

EPA anticipates that it will be more 

40 CFR part 300, is the National 
Priorities List (“NPL”). CEKCLA section 
105(ae)(8)(B) d e 5 a  the NPL as a list of 
“releases” and as a list of the highest 
nority “facilities.” The discussion 
low may refer to the “releases or 

threatened releases” that are included 
on the NPL interchangeably as 
“releasea,” “fadlities,” or “sites.” 
QaRQw section 105(a)(8)(B) also 
requires that the NPL be revised  at  least 
annually. A site may undergo CERCLA- 
financed  remedial action only after it is 
placed  on the NPL, as provided in the 
NCP at 40 CFR 300.4251b)(l). 

EPA promulgated an original NPL of 
406 sites on  September 8.1983 (48 FR 
40658). The NPL has been  expanded 
since then, most  recently on October 14, 
1992 (57 FR 47180). 

The NPL includes two  sections,  one of 
sites being evaluated  and  cleaned up by 
EPA (the “General Superfund W o n ” ) ,  
and one of sites being  addressed by 
other Federal  agencies (the “Federal 

.Facilities Section”). Under  Executive 
Order  12580 and CERCLA section 120, 
each Federal  agency is responsible  for 
carrying out  most responseactions at 
facilities under its own jurisdiction, 
custody, or control,  although EPA is 
res  onsible  for  preparing an HRS score 
anxdeterinining if the facility is placed 
on the NPL. EPA is not the lead  agency 
at  these sites, and its role  at such sites 
is according1  less  extensive than at 
other sites. Tie Federal  Facilities 
section includes those facilities  at 
which EPA is not the lead  agency. 
DeletiondCleanups 

where no further response is 
appropriate under Superfund, as 
explained in the N B  at  40 CFR 
300.425(e) (55 FR 8845, March 8,1990). 
To date, the Agency has deleted 49 sites 
from the General Superfund Section of 
the NPL, including five since October 
14,1992: Pioneer  Send Co., Warrington, 
Florida (58 FR 7492,  February 8,1993); 
h o r n  (Drexler Enterprises), 
Rathdrum, Idaho (57 FR 61005. 
December 23,1992);  Metal  Working 
Shop, Lake Ann. Michigan  (57 FR 
61004,  December  23,1992); Adrian 
Municipal Well  Field. Adrian, 
Minnesota (57 FR 62231,  December 30, 
1992): Waste Research & Reclamation 
Co.. Eau Claire,  Wisconsin  (58 FR 7189. 
February 5,1993). 

EPA also  has  developed an NPL 
construction  completion  list (CCL) to 
simplify its system of categorizing sites 
and to better  communicate the 
successful completion of cleanup 
activities (58 FR 12142, March 2,1993). 
Sites qualify for the CCX when: (1) Any 
neCBSSBfy physical construction is 

d 

EPA may delete sites from the NPL 

complete, whether  or not final cleanup 
levels or other reqhments have beart-, 
achieved; (2). EPA has determined that L 

the response action should be limited  to 
measures that do not involve 
construction fag., institutional 
controls): or (31 the site qualifies for 
deletion horn the NPL. Inclusion of a 
site on the CCL has no legal 
si ificance. % addition to the 48 sites that have 
been deleted from the NPL because  they 
have been cleaned up (the Waste 
Research and Reclamation site was 
deleted based  on  deferral  to another 
program and is not  considered  cleaned 
up). an additional 113 sites are also  in 
the NPL CCL, all but one from the 
General  Superfund  Section. Thus, as of 
April 1.1993, the CCL consists of 161 
sites. 

Cleanups at sites on the NPL do  not 
reflect the total picture of Superfund 
accomplishments. As of March 1,1993, 
EPA had conducted 822 removal  actions 
at NPL sites, and 2067 removals  at  non- 
NPL sites.  Information  on  removals is 
available from the Su erfund  hotline. 

b u a n t  to the NC~: at 40 CFR 
300.425(c). this document  proposes to 
add 26 sites to the NPL. The  General 
Superfund Section includes 1,079 sites, 
and the Federal  Facilities  Section 
includes 123 sites, for a total of 1,202 
sites on the NPL. Final  and  proposed c- 
sites now  total  1,256. 
Public Comment Period 
The documents  that form the basis for 

EPA’s evaluation and scoring of sites  in 
this rule are contained in dockets 
located  both  at EPA Headquarters  and in 
the appropriate Regional  offices.  The 
dcckets are available for viewing, by 
appointment only,  after the appearance 
of this rule. The hours of operation for 
the Headquarters  docket are from 9 a.m. 
to 4 p.m.,  Monday  through Friday 
excluding  Federal  holidays.  Please 
contact individual Regional  dockets  for 
hours.  Note that the Headquarters 
docket,  although it will be  moving 
during the comment  period,  will  remain 
open for  viewing of sites included  in 
this d e .  

EPA CERCLA Docket Office. OS-245, 
Docket Coordinator. Headquarters. U.S. 

Waterside  Mall, 401 M Street. sw., 
Washington, DC 2W60,202/260-3046. 

Ellen Culhane, Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste 
Management Records Center. HESCA!! 6, 
J.F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston, MA 
02203-2211.617/5734729. 

Ben Conetta, Region 3.26 Federal Plaza. 
7th Floor, room 740, New York. NY 10278, 
212l264-6696. 

Diane Md3eary, Region 3. US. EPA 
Library, 3rd Floor. 841 Chestnut Building, 
9th & Chestnut Streets, Philadelphia,  PA 
19107,215f597-7901. 
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CERCLA’s limited resources as 
efficiently , a s  possible. 

Although the ranking of sites b HRS 

itself, determinq the sequence in which 
EPA funds remedial re%panse actions, 

develop HRS scores is not sufficient  to 
determine either the extent of 
contamination or the appropriate 
response for a particular site (40 CFR 
300.425(b)(2). 55 F?X 8845, March 8, 
1990). Additionally, resource 
constraints may preclude EPA  from 
evaluating  all HRS pathways;  only  those 
presenting  significant risk or sufficient 
to make a site eligible for the NPL  may 
be evaluated.  Moreover, the sites with 
the  highest  scores  do  not  necessarily 
come to the Agency’s attention first, so 
that  addressing sites strictly on the basis 
of ranking  would  in  some  cases  require 
stopping work at sites where  it  was 
already  underway. 

More detail4 studies of a site are 
undertaken in the Remedial 
InvestigatiodFeasibility Study (RVFS) 
that  typically  follows  listing. The 
purpose of the RYFS is to assess site 
conditions and. evaluate  alternatives  to 
the extent necessary to  select  a  remedy 
(40 CFR 300.430(a)(2)  (55 FR 8846. 
March 8,1990)). It takes into account 
the amount of contarninants  released 
into the environment, the risk  to 
affected populations and environment; 
the  cost to remediate  contamination  at 
the site, and the response  actions  that 
have been taken by  potentially 
responsible parties or others.  Decisions 
on the type  and  extent of response 
action  to be taken  at  these sites are made 
in  accordance  with 40 CFR 300.415 (55 
FR 8842. March 8,1990) and 40 CFR 
300.430 (55 FR 8846, March 8.1990). 
After conducting these additional 
studies, EPA m y  conclude that 
initiating a remedial action 
using the Trust Fund. at some sites on 
the NPL is nd appropriate because of 
more pressing needs at other sites, or 
because  a  private  party cleanup is 
already  underway pursuant to an 

t scores is considered, it does not, B y 

4 since the information  collected to 

outlined the NCP at 40 CFR 300.415. 
Althaugh an RVFS generally is 
conducted at a site after it has been 
placed on the NPL, in a number of 
drcumstapces the Agency elects to 
conduct an WFS at a site proposed  for 
placement on the NPL in preparation  for 
a  possible TNS~ Fund-financed  remedial 
action, such as when the Agency 
believes  that  a  delay may create 
unnecessary risks to  public health or the 
environment. In addition, the Agency 
may conduct an RI/FS to  assist in 
determining  whether  to conduct a 
removal or enforcement  action  at  a site. 
Facility (Site) Boundaries 

The purpose of the NPL is merely to 
identify  releases or threatened  releases 
of hazardous  substances  that are 
priorities for further  evaluation.  The 
Agency  believes  that it’would be neither 
feasible  nor  consistent  with this limited 
purpose for the NPL to  attempt  to 
describe  releases in p r e c i s e  geographical. 
terms. The  term  ‘.‘facility” is broadly 
defined in CERCLA to include any area 
where  a  hazardous  substance has “come 
to be located” ( C E R C L A  section lOl(9)). 
and the listing  process is not intended 
to defineor reflect boundaries of such 
facilities or reieases. Site names are 
provided  for  general  identification 
purposes  only.  Knowledge of the 
geographic  extent of sites will be refined 
as more  information is developed 
during the RVFS and  even during 
implementation of the remedy. 
Because  the NPL does not assign . 

liability or define the geographic  extent 
of a  release,  a  listing need not be 
amended i f  further ressarch into the 
contamination at.a site reveals new 
information,as to its extent. This is 
further  explained in preambles  to  past . 
NPL rules, most  recently  February 11, 
1991 (56 FR 5598). 
Limitations on Payment of Claims for 
Respoase Actio118 

Sections lll(aH2) and 122(b)(l) of 
enforcement  action’. Given the limited , authorize the Fund  to 
resources available in the Trust Fund, reimburse  certain  Parties  for nmsSBTy 
the Agency must careftdly balance the costs of Performing a  response  action. 
relative needs for response at the As is described in more detail.at 58 FR 
numerous sites it has studied. It is also 5460 0-W 211 1993). 40 CFR 
possible  that EPA will conclude after 307, there are two major limitations 
further analysis that the site does not Placed on the PaWentofcums for 
warrant  remedial  action. response  actions.  First,  only  private 
IWFS at ~roposed Sites parties,  certain  potentially  responsible 

parties  (including  States  and  political 
An RVFS may be performed  at sites subdivisions).  and certain foreign 

proposed in the Feded Regimter for entities m.eligible to  file such claims. 
placement on the NPL (or even sites that Secoad. all response actions under 
have  not bean proposed  for  placement sections 111(a)(2)  and 122(b)(l) must 
on the NPL) pursuant to the Agency’s receive  prior  approval, or 
removal  authority under CERCLA. as “preautholdzetion,” hp EPA. 

m. Content6 of Thb Proposed R d  
Table 1 identifies the 19 NPL sites in 

the General Superfund Section and 
Table 2 identifies the 7 NPL sites in the 
Federal Facilities Section being 
proposed in this rule. Both  tables  follow 
this preamble.  All these sites are 
proposed  based on HRS scores of 28.50 
or  above.  The sites in Table 1 are listed 
alphabetically by State, for  ease of 
identification, with group number 
identified to  provide an indication of 
relative  ranking. To determine group 
number, sites on the NPL are  placed  in 
groups of 50; for example, a site in 
Group 4 of this proposal has a score  that 
falls within the range of scores  covered 
by the fourth  group of 50 sites on  the 
General Superfund Section of the NPL. 
Sites in the Federal  Facilities  Section 
are  also  presented by group  number 
based  on  groups of 50 sites in the 
General Superfund Section. 
Statutory Requirements 
CERCLA section lOS(a)(8)(B] directs 

EPA to list priority sites “among”  the 
known releases or threatened  releases of 
hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants. and section 105(a)(8)(A) 
directs EPA to consider certain 

-enumerated and “other appropriate” 
factors in doing so. Thus, as a  matter of 
policy, EPA has the discretion  not to use 
CERCLA to  respond  to  certain  types of 
releases. Where other authorities exist, 
placing sites on the NPL for  possible 
remedial action under CERCLA may  not 
be appropriate. Therefore, EPA has 
chosen not to  place  certain types of sites 
on the NPL even  though CERUA does 
not exclude such action. If,  however,  the 
Agency later  determines  that  sites  not 
listed as a  matter of policy  are  not  being 
properly responded to, the Agency  may 
place  them on the NPL. 

The listing  policies  and  statutory 
requirements of relevance  to this 
proposed rule cover sites subject  to  the 
Resource Conservation  and  Recovery 
Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901-69911) and 
Federal  facility  sites.  These  policies  and 
requirements are explained  below  and 
have been explained in greater  detail  in 
previous  rulemakings (56 F’R 5598, 
February 11,1991). 
Releases From Resource Consenfation 
and Recovery Act (RCRAI Sites 

EPA’s policy is that  non-Federal  sites 
subject to RCRA Subtitle C corrective 
action authorities will not.  in  general, be 
placed on the NPL. However, EPA will 
list certain categories of RCRA sites 
subject to Subtitle C corrective  action 
authorities, as well as other  sites  subjecr 
to  those  authorities. if the Agency 
concludes that doing so best furthers the 

m ”  
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Name Changes 
EPA  propo%es to change the name of 

the Del &no Facility, a proposed site in 
Los Angeles, California, to the Dei Am0 
Pits, EPA proposes to change the name 
of the American ShiaJri C o r p . / ~  
EIectmnics and Manufachuing, Inc, a 
proposed site in Ogallela. Nebraska to 
the Ogallala  Groundwater 
Contamination. EPA belleves  these 
names more accurately  reflect the sites. 
and  solicits  comment on these  proposed 
name changes. 
Clarification of hior W L  Listing 

The  Indian Bend  Wash Superfund 
Site, located in ScottsdalsTempe- 
Phoenix,  Arizona,  was  placed on the 
NPL on September 8,1983 (48 F'R 
40667). The purpose of this clarification 
of tlie original  listing is to provide 
additional  information  about the 
relehsgs of hazardous substances that 
are currently  being  investigated. 

listing.  docket for Indian Bend Wash . 
(cross-r+ferenced as NPL-24330) 
provides  the  followin  general 
description of the faci 7 ity: 
"Groundwater  contamination  has been 
detected ,in ah area a  proximately two 
mil+ by fivqmiles  a P o q  the bdian 
Bend W& in scot(sdale and Tempe. 
M @ c i p a l W g  water supply wells sew thei@tiw of scottsdele. Phoenix 
and ,Temk'hpve been tainted by 
tri&o@ylene. chromium 
con&+ina4on has also been found to be 
pmdpnt id +e aquifer of concern.'* The 
HRS sqalydis  also includes 
"approximate bounda@w" of 
"Sco@dle; Road (west), Sslt River 
-1 (si#&),  Pima  Road (east). and 
Qapparal !$dad (n'orth)." However, 
dobhmwtdi releasea at  that  time  also 
indhdM,jcbntaminated  wells  south of 
the' W t  ~&d. 

W e ~ l @ e  investigation of 
grdrindwiitdr  at Indian Bend Wash,EPA 
has identibed several apparently 
noncontiguous areas of groundwater 
contwinption, both  north  and  south of 
the +dt evpr. while it cannot be stated 
witb',d+iinty. because of the 
hydiol&&l  impacts of the  river  flow, 
it  api)..rS:l't&at the releases of hazardous 
subst$=# bouth  of the  river may 
o~giha~ell~'lsources other than th- 
nor&bfl,di,l river.  his notice i~ to 
clarib thdt,fhe Indian Bend Wash 
Sup&ii8'bite has always  included all 
re)efpas~~#&*ver8d during the #nu?3e of 
the ,wF$j thb north and sou* of the 
the salt J./&@&, &q~itS'&$ investigateq that the RWS IUS, from 

analj+i@A.h north: a n ,  !Y- south of the Salt 
Rivet: l%$ Fpproximate bouadaries of 

The 1982 HRS analysis in the original 

d&&$@j in the d 

the study area where EPA k cumntly 
responding to reb of bemrdous 
substances-are aa b ~ :  Rural Road 
Rem Y S c o t t d h R o a d [ S m t t s d 4  
west, ChaH Roed (north), Rice 

Road(Tem )/PimaRoed 
( s c o t t s d a l e ~ ~ ) ,  and Apache 
Boulevard (south]. 

on  September  21.1888 and September 
12,1991, for the on ofthe site 
located north of E? .Salt River, which 
EPA has informally dad ted as 
"North Indian Bend W s m  "Indian 
Bend  Wash (North)". The portion of the 
site located south of the salt River has 
been  informally  designated as "South 
Indian Bend Wash", or "Indian Bend 
Wash (South)", and is now in the WFS 
study phase. 

The above  definition of the site is 
consistent  with EPA's policy for listing 
noncontiguous facilities. Section 
104(d)(4) of CERCLA authorizes EPA to 
"treat two or more noncontiguous 
fvilities as one for the purpose%  of 
response, if such facilities are 
reasonably  related on the basis of 
geography or their potentid threat to . 
public health, welfare, or the 
environment." EPA published  a  policy 
(49 F% 37076, September 21,1984) 
identifying the factors wbich it would 
consider in determining whether !?on- 
cbntiguous facilities should be 

( r  
Two Recards of Decision were issued. 
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contamination south oftho Se& River, 
referred to as Indian Bead Wesb 
(South), as part of the site since ft was 
listedontheNPLin1983,EPAwill 
consider comments addressed to the 
inclusion of that a& (LB part of the site. 
EPA win not consider commenb, 
addressed to other aspects ofthe 
originsi listing decision. 

geeulptorJr Imprt Aoplyrh 
The costs of h u p  actions that may 

be taken at sites are not d W y  
attributable to placemeat on the NPL, as 
explained below. Therefore, the Agency 
has determined tha this rulemaking is 
not a "major" quhtion under 
Executive Order 12281. EPA has 
conducted a preiirniaary nnelysis of the 
economic impkations of today's 
proposaltoaddnswsftsstotbeNm, 
FPA believer that the kinds o f e c o n ~ i c  
effectsamdatedwiththbpto 

to those identified in the ~ h t o r y  
impact ~ e l y d r  (RIA) p r e p 4  in 1982 
for revisions to the NB ursum4 to 

July 16,1962) d the ecommic 
analysis prspared when amendments to 
the NCP were pro osed (50 FR 5882. 
Febnrary 12,19&!. This ruIe WES 
submitted to the Office of Mwag~naent 
and Budget br review as required by 
Executive Order 12291. 

costs 
Thisproposedruhnelingiseda 

"major" replatian beccrpw it doer m o t  
estabbb tbrt EPA nececrrrily will 
undertakeremeelisladiar.nordoerit 
require any actton by a privato 
detsnnins m y  puty's WUUy Gz 
response mas. cats that ULS ost of 
responses at sitas in tho Garerd 
Superfrmd seaion result frorn sibby- 
site decisions about rd lsaa  to 
take, not directly kcnn th d listing 
itself. NonetheIess, €t L me6d to 
consider the costs that m y  be 
associated with mspodkg to all sites 
in this rule. The propoesd ti- d e  
site on the NPL rney be W h w d  a 
& for potentially responmio 
parties and a Remedial Inveetigation/ 
Feasibility Study 0 to detmine if 
reme~dfel ectionr will be uadertrlren at 
a site. seleaion of a remedial 
alternative, and desi@ and cor~sbuchlan 
of that altsmatirs. may follow . 

and mainte- ,- activities may 
continue efter COlMLNctIon has been 
completed. 

revioiontothomaregbnaa 1p"d y s w l a r  

sectiar % O S  OfaXcLA g 7  PR 31160, 

corap)stianoftheRI/ps,dopsratiim 

RWS -."-....".-....... " 
Rarsdy Dllq, "....".I. 

Netpresentvskedo&M*. 
' 1 g e e u S D d l s r r  

Ssao,oooform~yearcndtm~nt~ 
*&swnts Coca d O&M wef 30 ye&, 

3"- 

soulceolllcbd 

fats 

-d-=!w=Yrd ": u.s EPA, wpshwrgtar, Dc. 
PosriMe corts to states d t e d  

with todey's propased rule for TNd 
F u n d "  response action arise 
from the required State cost-share of: (1) 
For privately owned sites at which 
remedid action involving treatment to 
restore ground and surface water quality 
are undertslen, 1096 of the cost of 
constructing the remedy, and 10% of 
the coet ot operating the remedy for e 
perhi  up to 10 yeem after the remedy 
becomes opar&hnd and functioml; (2) 
for privatelysuned sites et which other 
remedial actions are undertaken, 10% of 
the cost of dl remedial action, and 10% 
of costs incurred within one ye= a h  
-remediaI d o n  is complete to ensure 
that the r e d y  is operational and 
fundionai;  and (3) for sites publicly- 
operated by a State or political 
subdivision at which response adions 
are undwkhn. at bast 50% of the cost 
of all response actions. States must 
assume the cost for OaM after EPA's 
participation ends. Using the 
assumptions developed in the 1982 RIA 
fur the XP, EPA has assumed that 90% 
oi the non-Federa1 sites proposed for the 
NPL m this rule will be privately-owned 
and 10% will be State- or kcally- 
operated, Thhre, using the budget 
projections presented above, the cost to 
States of undertaking Federai remedial 
planning and actions at a11 non-Federal 
sites in today's proposed rule, but 
excluding OtkM casts, would Se 
approximateIy $36 miiIion. Stat? O&M 
costs cannot be acwrateiy dete;mined 
because EPA, as noted abvr?,  w i i l  share 
costs for up to 10 years fur restoxstion 
of ground water and surfice water, and 
it is not hewn how msny sites will 
require this treatment and for how long. 
However, based on past experience, 
EPA believes a reasonable estimate is 

10 years at 25% of sites. Using this 
estintate. State OaM costs would be 
approximately $32 million. As with the 
EPA s h  ufcosts. portions of the State 
share wf12 be borne by responsible 

itself cause firms responsible for the site 

that it niH sham stm-up costs for up to 

partisq. 
Plactag a site on the Mz does not 
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to bear costs.  Nonetheless,  a  listing may potential hazards. In addition to the piedict. A site's proposed  inclusion on 
induce firms to clean up the sites potentid for  more fbders~y-financed the NPL could increase the likelihood of 
voluntarily, or it may act o a potential remedial  actions, expansion ofthe NPL adverse impacts on  responsible  parties 
trigger for subsequent enforcement or could accelerate privately-financed, (in the form of cleanup costs), but  at  this 
cost-recovery  actions. Such actions may voluntary cleanup efforts. Propin# time EPA cannot identi@ the potentially 
impose  costs  on firms, but the decisions sites as national  priority targets also affeded businesses or estimate the 
to take such actions are discretionary  may  give States increased support for number of small businesses  that  might 
and made  on  a  ca&t-by-case basis. '. funding res on= at articular sites. also be affected. 
Consequently, these effects cannot be As a remi  ofthe  ahitional =CLA The Agency does expect  that  placing 
precisely  estimated. EPA does  not  remedies,  there will be lower  hum= the sites in this proposed on the . . 
believe that every site will be cleaned exposure to high-risk ChemiCale, and NPL could significantly affect certain 
UP by a responiible party. EPA cannot  higher-quality  surface  water,  ground  industries, or firms within industries, 
project  at this time which firms or 
industry sectors will bear specific 

wat8re  soi1, and air* benefits are that  have  caused  a  proportionately high 
t O ' b e  si@ficant*  al*Ngh  percentage of waste site problems. 

portions of the response  costs,  but the difficult to estimate  before the WFS is , However, E ~ A  does  not expect the 
Agency considers: the volume and completed  at  these  sit&. 
nature of the waste  at the sites: the 
sthng?th of the evidence  linking the 

v. RegdptorJr Flexibility A C ~  h&& economic  impact  on  a substantial 

wastes at the site to the parties: the The Regulatory  Flexibility A d  of 1980 
parties'  ability to pay; a d  other  factors requires EPA to review the impacts of In any economic impcts 
when deciding whether and how to this action  on  small entities, or certify 
proceed  against the desnr. that the action  will not have a 

pymsed amendment to the N B  are number of small  entities. By small EPA considers many  factors  when 
aggresaiions ofeffects on h s  and entities, the Act refers to small - determining  enforcement  actions, 
State cuid 1ocil;igovemments.  Although.- businesses,  small  govemment including not  only the fimi's 
iffd could bd felt by some individual jurisdictions, hd'nonprofit 
f ibs  and States, the total  impact of this 0 nizations. 
piopOeal!,on output, prices; and T h i l e  ,@is rule propases to revise the The impacts (from cost  recovery1  on 
em lojlhent isiexpected to be nggligible NB.'it is not 9 *id reeUhtOW small  governments and nonprofit 
at  Je~N&onalillevel, ,as w a  ~e~~~ in &an& since it: d e  not automatically organizations  would be determined 0x1 a 

Bbnefitss:, proposing sitis to the NPL does not in For the foregoing  reasons, J:  hereby 
itself require aay;ndion b my party, certify t&at this proposed ple would not 

i;4B; dbl benefits aasociatd with nor doije :it iletedhe the i 'ability of any have  a  significant  economic  ;'impact on 
tbday's p k p d  to place additional parQ for'~the cdht of clennup  at the site. a substantial number of  smal1 entities. 
si'teSon,~the NPL eie incxed health Further,'no idbntifiable groUP6 are . Thedore, this proposed  riiguJdtion  does 
&d eiidihnental protection as a result affected asba whdJe: Aa a conse~ueace. pot require a  regulatory flqibility 
of in- public awarene+ of impacts on any, +up ' a r e  hard to analysis. 

listing of these sites to  have a significant 

number of small  businesses. 

occur pnly  through  enforcement  and 
cost-Wovery actions,  which EPA Cakes 
at its discretion on a  site-by-site  basis. 

' Economy-wide of this . significant  impact on a substantial 

contribution to the problem,  but also its 
ability to pay. 

&e 1'982'm. I impose  costs. ; A s  Mated above, similar  case-by-case  basis. 8 ,  
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t i s t o f S ~ i n 4 0 c F R P P I j O O  
Air pollution C M t m L  charid& 

Hazardous materials, IpterIEovernmental 
relations. N e t d  reoatuces, Oil 
pollution. Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements. Superfund. Waste 
treatment and disposal, Water pollutioa 
control, Water supply. A&m* 42 W@6; 42 U . S C  9628; 
33 U.S.C 1321(c)(2); E.0. 117% 3 (=PI1 
1971-1975 Camp.. p. 7 W  E.O. 12580.3 cm le87 camp.. p 193. 
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DEPARTMENT OFTRA#SPORTATION 

Natlonel Hlghway Tmfflc Safety 
Adminlstration 

49 CFR Part 511 . 

[DOdmt No. -1; Ndco 011 
R1N 21274E78 

Federal Motor Vehicle Stduty 
S t a n d e e  Warning Devicus 
AGENCY: N a t i o d  Hishvpoy T& 
Safety Administration =SA). 
Department of T 
ACTION: Notice 0" 
(NPRM). 

SUMMARY: This document proposes to 
amend Federal Motor Vdu& Safety 
Standard No. 125, Waning aevices 
That s t a n d a d  speufies requiremepto far 
n o n - p o w d  waming devices desigxd 
to be carried in all types of motor 
vehicles aad set out an the &way to 
warn o n m i n g  ttaffic of a stoppod 
vehicle  in or near the roadwa . A0 
amended, the standard wouldapply . 

designed to be carried in bus& and 
trucks that have a gross vehicle weight 

cHhytoowarrtirtgdevicesthat~ 


